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competition, the Department views Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-247b(b), which requires each
telephone company to provide reasonable nondiscriminatory access to all equipment,
facilities and services necessary, as a flexible tool to achieve the General Assembly's
goals. No participant has criticized rebundling of network elements as unreasonable.
Rather, rebundling has been criticized as being inconsistent with Federal law or not
envisioned by the authors of Public Act 94-83.

Because the Department considers limited use of a recombined service as
critical to the development of effective competition in rural and residential markets, the
Department will direct the Telco and NYTel below to file a tariff for a recombined service
that conforms with the definition adopted by the FCC in its First Report and Order.4 The
proposed tariff will be applicable only'for use in serving residential customers and small
business (nonPBX and nonCentrex) customers and will only be available for a period of
five years from the date of effectiveness. At the end of five year period, the Department
will undertake a review of the state of competition and determine the need for, and
consequences associated with, extending such recombined UNEs for a period of not
longer than three years.

The limited duration of this offering amplifies the pUblic policy behind the
Department's actions in this proceeding. While the Department sanctioned the use of
resale under Public Act 94-83 before Fed~rallaw explicitly required its availability, it has
always encouraged facilities-baseqcof'11petition in Connecticut. Because rebundled
elements will be available for a limited duration, they will exist as a transitional
mechanism toward facilities-based competition.

The Department emphasizes that the limited nature of this rebundled network
element offering is designed to spur competition only in those telecommunications
markets that currently experience less competition. Historic universal service policies
have established a subsidy of local residential rates by local business rates and other
services such as access, thereby creating artificially high local business rates. These
policies have therefore stimulated facilities-based competition in high volume business
services. Residential and small business local service, however, do not currently
present the same incentives for facilities-based competition. Consequently, the
Department has narrowly tailored the use of this offering. This Decision is consistent
with past Decisions designed to promote competition in areas that may represent less
attractive opportunities for CLECs. In prior proceedings the Department has applied
certain obligations upon CLECs as a means to ensure the general public are afforded
the benefits of competition and ct'loic;e. One such obligation was the modified labor
market area (MLMA) requirement ordered by the Department in its March 15, 1995
Decision Docket No. 94-07-03, DPUC Review of Procedures Regarding the Certification
of Telecommunications Companies and of Procedures Regarding Requests by Certified
Telecommunications Companies to Expand. Authority Granted in Certificates of Public
Convenience and Necessity.

4 The Department undertook an exhaustive'examination of Unbundled Network Elements in Docket No.
96-09-22. In that proceeding testimony strongly evidenced the importance of ILEC pricing to the
provisioning choices employed by ClECs, and expressed concern about the lack of provisioning
alternatives to the Telco infrastructure -in rural areas and the high cost placed upon use of that
infrastructure by the Telco.
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With this Decision, the Department is sufficiently confident that facilities-based
competition will emerge in Connecticut, that the Department has done all that it can do
to stimulate interest in the residential and rural markets of Connecticut and that the
obligations imposed upon the Telco in 'this Proceeding are reasonable, rational and
requisite to the development of efficientarid effective competition.

D. EXTENDED Loops

Lightpath proposed in this pro~eding that loop-transport interconnection be
considered, and cited Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-247b(b) as authority to order the
provisioning of such a service. As reiterated above in this Decision, the Department
issued a limited Request for Written Comments which asked for comment on rebundled
network elements alone. While extended loops may be conceptually similar to
rebundled network elements, consideration of such a service is outside of the narrowly­
defined scope of this proceeding reflected in the Request for Written Comments. The
issue of extended loops will be entertained in Docket No. 98-02-27 Shared Transport as
part of the Department's investigation of shared and dedicated transport issues.

V. CONCLUSION AND ORDERS

A. CONCLUSION

This proceeding has been initiated to resolve certain differences of opinion
relative to the roles and responsibilities in the provisioning of UNEs. This proceeding
represents the Department's commitment to ensure that the competitive framework
adopted over the past decade supports the development of efficient and effective
competition in an evolving marketplace.

Because the availability of a rebundled network element service to CLEes
serving the residential and small business markets will promote effective competition,
the Department will direct the Telco and NYTel to file a tariff for such a service that will
be applicable only for use in serving those customers. The proposed tariff will be in
effect for a limited five year period. The Department is confident that narrowly-tailored
availability of this service will further the goals articulated by the General Assembly, and
further concludes that such action is not precluded by Federal law.

B. ORDERS

For the following Orders, please submit an original and 12 copies of the
requested material identified by Docket Number, Title and Order Number to the
Executive Secretary.

1. No later than August 3, 1998, interested CLEes shall file with the Department
five potential unbundled network element combinations that they require be
tariffed for their provision of local exchange service.

2. No later than September 3, 1998, the Telco and NYTel shall file proposed
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residential and small business tariffs with supporting information that conform
with the requirements of the FCC in its Local Competition Order for the proposed
network combinations requested by the CLECs in response to Order NO.1.

DPUC ELECTRONIC LIBRARY LOCATION K:\FINL_DEC\FILED UNDER UTILITY TYPE, DOCKET NO.• DATE
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This Decision is adopted by the following Commissioners:

Jack R. Goldberg

John W. Betkoski, III

Linda Kelly Arnold

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The foregoing is a true and correct copy of the Decision issued by the
Department of Public Utility Control, State of Connecticut, and was forwarded by
Certified Mail to all parties of record in this proceeding on the date indicated.

Robert J. Murphy Date
Executive Secretary
Department of Public Utility Control
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Mr. Dune Ackerman
Prbident IDd Cbicf'Exeeuti""e Officer
BellSoath Corporation
Suite 2010
I1S5 ~Street, S-E.
Atlaata, Gcoflia 30309

Dear 0UIDt:

/U you know, siDa p...... Dfme TelecoaunUDiCItiaM Act of 1";96, AT4:T
hu IttftllP'ld to obuin acces.s to wmbiDlliolw ofunbundled DCtWotk clements
(1.00,1) povisioaed by BellSoutb. To data~ thue .«ona haw Jt' to procl_ fauLts.
We still_ unable to ordIr combUudioDl ofUNIIIDll NCci". all u... c1ata and
fuac:tiouiitiet i.ab8rcDt in tho. UNE.. This lack ofprosral WU con.fim1ed by the
FCC in ita nunt order dmyiDa 8II1Soutb'! tppIic:ation to 1'IOvide in1erLAT.'\
wrvices in 5Q\Itb Cwli.u. GiWD AT&Ts IIPIIIed anempts 10 ftad ways ro provide
locai scrvicIw ow eUltalDcll uaiDI combiMtiaas of m.Es provisioacd by
BeUSomh, tbil1Ick ofPJVIIftS is 1XIIIaMl1dillp»>iJItiDI.

0-. the puIpOMofthiI ... it to n:qutIl your penoullllistlDce in
moviDI rorwn BmlSauth'. provitionina ofeoabiDA'ioaa ofUNEa _ AT~T. In the:
paE. whall haw wriaca you..tblllCk ofprop.. in our dolts IlD opea the
locI& • .,...__ to compdioa, you bM bid othIn • 8II1Soucb IIIpODd to

our COMIM& A [ ream"""lO"')'OW pmcIIII1....on1he
mua....of .-cilrecl whb~ of UNEa tbIIt 11'I oudiMct in this
~, frII*1y ct.II.-~. 1_bop61 tUl ifyou pc iDvolwd.
pro..- wlU AccatdiIIIlY. II OM ofy.- priDcipIl cUllDllllll, I "'1u.t
yourpll'lll)M1.mftlll '"1-.ry 14. 1991 .. to (1) wIlD It BcllSoulb you
will hol4 811CCC1GS1We for 1M quIItioM IftICbed to dill t.Iter _ (2) that

respaases to ....questiGnI ftroaa dae iIIdM4uals will be ~d4Ml by
JIIIUII')' 30. 1991.



Mr. DuIDe Ackermaa
P.,eTwo
JUlUIIY 6,1998

But befo.n: {act to specifics. I tirll~wd lib to hiPlilht wbat tbe FCC said
in its South Carol. older~ coctlhinerionl of UNEs ill 10 pro'lUk the context
for this requ•. As yOll ",in~m. FCC JblIed th......8eUSOuth has not
demonJlNted that it =m m8ke available as alep1 and prKt.ical .... acccu to
unb\llldled IIMOrk elImtmtI in a mtIIIwr dill d(4)W1 toJDplltiDa camen to ecmbil\t
them. In I*"icullr. BeJ1South '* fiiled !o~. _ it C8II PIO"idt KtClS to
sw:h e1ftIeatI thJouP the 0Zle mIt1lod it has idladticd for SlICh. aecess • <:QUae.tioa,"
(OrderIt' 112.)

1M FCC~_ J1\1tDetOUS ;oncems about aeUSouth's tlcotJoc:atioD propouJ"
wbicb we alto have sMrtd for some time QOW. la p.rtieular, we believe your
"'allocation propaul" willi.. tD~

• sipiftelat delays in opeeiDa the local mazUt to compaiti()a~

•~ ciisnaptions to C\lltOlDe' service;
•~ and emt'bitaGt tXpe!lXI for yout eompctiton an{ thus, our

~h;iIDIil

• iDcreued points of failllnl iD the actwork.

Further, yow "coUcaticll PfOPOIIJ" is DOt at parity witb the IDIIIMt' in whicb
BcllSou1h itselfproYisiODI lid.. iDIti\'id\llllllCl combiatdoas ofUNE, to provide
service.

Althoulh we~ there 11'1 .ipjfiallt t1a'NI ill yow"coUoc:atiOll
PJOPO." {JMlR tbIt BelISotIdlbu DOt pm... IdIquMe decIiJIIi_ iA public
~ ar ill anI.1III11 .-.. fa UoI). we mMlrt~.. iaemsted in
_dial rDOII IellSoudl will provide, tlIt 6tl11ttNI ill which it win~
~ ,."",.wbicb it wW be PftJ"ided. nut. GIlA apiD. 1requat
BeUScUW II ,._ 101bI q1IItdoas ...... 10 dia lettIr by JaINII)' 30.
1997. AMi'kw'Jy ..~ IkUSouth
pIIIO..... iPJIIv,n. AT&T 1weukt fw:ili_ ...........of
BeI~ ",,-.t -._.-eIA We .. nIId.)' and "'UiDI tv..with the
8IUIeutIl pmaaael )'aU ideatily ill )'eM J..." 14. 1991f~ eo diaat or
cllrlfy........' o.ae.. you CIa _ faa the list of.......~
lbl:n Irem-.y"""i_ tbat DWIt be~ before AT"T CIIl smousl)'
toIIIidlr YN Itcollocad.an ........



Fw:thIm1are. blcaull your "colJocllioA PIOPON1" La., aae My to pennu
new canau 10 combiae UN&.~ 1110 -.fA tbIu we dilllfUSl otiItr potaUal
al..,..u.-...,.b In: coasimnl with_ ..Cln:\it's dlcilioas. Specifically, seven!
altwuti'YtlS WIn set forth in ATar, CoftrlDfttl to tbt FCC repnlmc 8cUSOUlb's
IPPlXation to provide im.rLATA. senica ill L",dti·· A1tbouP acb of these
alttllUlivalbo IDly iDQod.w:e ......,~ce~.. expeAII, we
belic..-.1Kh is preferable to your "~IocatiGD .,...... thew iIlc1ude: (l)
eleecroaic IIlIIUof combiDiDI ..... loops with poftI similar to die eJdstiq dilitaJ
~oaDlilC1ioll syst&mI (c.•. DACS) Jbr _III~ (2) lISe oftbt _ent
chinle ;prucaa Ul BeUSouth's swttebet to diIcoIwaIct .-_OJIIIKIlovpa .ad portS;
(3) ..of. joiAt CLEC:'BeUSoudt \o'lftllb tD 4iICOIIMCt ..reG08D&'\ loopl • tbc
maa diItribmioa tat; aaa (4) \lit of..........C-.:tm blacks at the main
didudon hme. Pla. also""'lycoafinD ill \WitiDI ill your J..-y t4,
t991~ wbI'therBel~ will.....wi1b ATt.T ...... 1DY aCme.."WI tor aUowina CLECs to COIDbiDI UNEs, .. if10. tbI~
BeUSCNtb pcnoonct who will be ...tpadtib1e for such nepUdoaJ wldl ATILT.

All. 1M yet .,dIer 11...... _ .........by FCC COIDIIIiaioDCt
Powell ill biJ SepII-. StIItmIn& to die Soudt. c..u.decl_ we allO wou1d like
to bcaiD DIIOtiIIiOILI with BeIJSaurh ·rel ~ ofUNEs whertby
gelJSou1b would. voluawily~ _. modest cbIrp - apue
c...... To tbiI ad. p1euc. i;QafiIm ill your J..-y 14, 1991 ...... 'IIr'bether
Be11Souda will punuI! IUdl J1IIOCiIliODl" ud ifao~ tbe 8J!IIIIOIlria&c 9cJ1Sourh
J)a'IODD8I who win be :mpoasible far __""'01lS with ATttT.

ID cloIiaI. 1beIe RIqUQtI to aplore altlmalive meas of~ ONEs do
DO\ a.tfeat _ ....DDtbe~ IS. _vetof.. AT.!Ii"to CGIlliJwI to
P'ftII eM awiIIItllity ofoombi__ oCtTN1!a ill~ wIUr. die poaaQOS

~ _U'MItly aQvOCItId by ATAT Wen"IW~bodies..­
c:cM'IIt .....diIIrictcon., fidINI~ ollpplll. the FCC..tM U.S. SIIp'CJIlC
CCM'L Nor'" tIIiI _ WIIItI'UId.......by AraT_
BeIIIaI*_..." ita oa.a to"~OIIIoft1NEs aYlllabat to
CLECS 1IJ... IIllSoudit pNpOIIl. or lIlYof"I1"'~
i...... IIItoYc, ......._~of.· -..·byATaT. FioIUy,by
tJiI~ ATa:r it DOl WliW!lfAJ ftIJIII fG WI JilRlllti1nltioa orden,
any rwultinI-...moa......witb 8eUScab..1Dd10l' ret...-­
...,.Ofdcn or dcilMmJ.



:.ft. 0.. AckermaD.
PapFow
J-.y6.1991

lfthe promised benefits of the Tel....,uaicatioas Aet oft996 _ to be
~d by eouumm 10 that me, bavi a.chaice in loc;a1 set¥ice pnMden, efforts to
open tb8 local tellplloDe mne:t lUlIIl cem.Wwc Iftd it is in tbIt spirit that I am
requcsUDa your personal amstIDce OIllMM 'VfrJ critical i,sues.

t looe fOl'WVCl to yoUl lWJ)OILIe.

ShaNty,

~e-4
Attachmwat
l;C: Elton KiD,·8el1SouIh

MIlk f...•..1lSouIh
~ Public Stt*e COID"'i-ioa
FlGrWa"*icSerrice Comatiniola
Oetqia Public SIr\i;c CO'WltMn
~ Pubk Service COnunislian
LoWi-Public servia e-mi'"
Millillippi Pv.bIis: Savice ComnUJIioa1'01"Carom. U1iIiticl CamiuioD,
SO\Idlc.ou- MUc Servi:e Can....
rlDlLu I l.llep1alaly Autba$y



AnAClIMENT to ....... fro. Willia. J. carroU hi F. DuM A.....datecl__,,~ 1'"

Qw!iofts R.eprdi!a 9tliBoudts CtUoc!!iaa ProP!!ll- Alternltive
AmDpIDlldl fOr CLEC CoaIbiwioa ofUN&

I. WhallJ"SEs wiU BeUSouth~ to CLEC. to ~ombinl: in c:oUouud spKI?
Lgopa nt poEtS omy'?

3. Will 8eIlSoum allow CLECs to shin: the lime ime!office tnIIIIpOrt 1.1_ by
8euSoum?

!. What dDea BeUSaum propose wbent dIln is nat S\If!lcia:lt room to c:oUocat.e in ..
c;cnual office?

6. How will BelISoud\ "low for tileco""ofloops aad pGltI in casnI offices
wbeIe dlm Is ftC) room for pbyt*l eol1lricxl?

7. WiU 8eOSoUlb o&r CLies a choice oftitbIr pbysi~ or vi.nUII coIlocatioa or
will vimIII coIlocIboa be made available by a.JJSoutb omy itthcft b ftC) more
spICe available for physical co1Ioc:ltiocl?

a. How will BeUSoum JWvisioll otblr UNEs for combUlml or l'ICombiDiJ\l by
elECt?

,. How wiU IleIISoda easure cootdiMtion ofebe JOOI' UId port c:onaectiona for
eICh cue c....1rIiclI onIIr?

10. How will BeI1ScNIIl maintain III'Vice~ or mjniaua ttrVice diuuption
far CU!C~ duriaI tbe loop"..pan CU1Dwn?

11. B5:53_ die~ IDQP .....CIIIIId bJ collocation may teIl* loop
c:aaditimi... wI:o will be mspaa.tibleror~"~­
8eI1SauIb or the CLEC1

U. WhIa will BeIt8aUtb~writtID'" MId proceduIes daNDeD." ita
pupoeed colloca1loD J*'KZl" Cor COIIIIUiII UN'EI1



13.~ ZDIIly loop aDd liDe port j\lmptr COGI*ttON can BelISouIh complete i4 a
s.day 1*ceQlfal office? How many lCID1S ofteem_ aU Ibifts would
tbiI iPolve?

14. WiU BellSou1lt allow eLECs to obtain less thaD 100 sque feet or~ol1ocadoQ
spICe solely for P\VPOIU of combiniDa Of rec:ombUaiaa tbe -..ry L"NEs1 If
so, how will BcllSovth mlucc its existiGI~ for tollOCltiOft sJlIIICr'?

15. WUI BellSouth allow CLECs to combiDc UNEs wi1boQt conocation?

1'. 1s &llSouth combiDiAl1IlY COIIIpOMatI ofill nttwork or .lemcQtI today 'fia IQ

eledlonic eoDI*tioa usia. a nmoll tI!I'IIliMl? If10, which 01*1

17. Will BellSoutb pemdc CLECs to have dil"lCt~ to the BellSCGth main
diSll1lMion hm.e (MDP)?

II. Will BelIScNtb provide CLEes ICCeU to its ....iMeriDc~, IS die records
need to be updaccd 10 rrfIect tbe DeW loop laIth to ensure MLT..... works
properly1

19. How wiU __aance orb comb_ .-bundled elem..work?

ZI. Pieue delcaibe all BeUScmth medlads ..PIOC*tum to cMai"- how it will
sepam. alraa,.-combiDed elemeata ancI bow eLse. will "rccom.bine" d1ese
cJ.JMats'? If$\ICh metbods..proceclureI do not yet ellist. wbI1\ will tbey be
complefId mel made aniJIble to CLECs7

21. What OSS~ 11'1 amlcipdld from BdISouth's "~aD" propoaJ?
WhIt OSS will8eUSoUlh IC.-ucwz. to ......u.ty coebiMd elemtats
alO aUowct..BCs to"~1t tllllWA1l? Ho- will BeUSoudl (BOvide
CL£CsICceII tD ...OSS?

u. WIIIt impIct dais BcIlSouth's "coUocalioa"~ ...,. 0I111111ae1riD1­
~ 11iCGftII? WbIt recaldt will BlIISoaIl...ormodify to IIPIrIR
....,~ c.....1 "'*nccdI win..to be IICC ._lDdfot
I'll'! $ dtbr 'CI..IC ta caeJt*tc AICOIDbillllioa ofUNE.? WIlIt is BcUSoWl"J

pia.. we••I)"...... such NI:OIdt? How will multiple CLECt...
___WIIId UNEt be liwn .... to 8eI1Soulh'~ eaai....... ia'VtDtDf')'

l'IIXW'dI'

23. Hu 8el1ScMlb~., 10 doeatiaa far_ ncoatllli.aldOft
ofMlWOlk....... (b proYtdIIc eLECt to BeUSou1h's
MIlWI:lrk*lui,.. tor phy_1WOIft'" or Iop:.l..,.....­
n:cc3Inb1AiD&)? Ifso. p-"dllcriheme.~", aDd__ IWISoum"s



n.ou for DOt mMmC tbesc al\cmadves IVllillble to CLECs prior to this date?
If_ wbID will my N;.h iAvestip1ioa be done?

U. Hawm.y CUItOmets wiJllcUSout!l be ute to CODvert in fIlCh o( its ceatrai
of!5ce1 per day wben collocation is UHd to c:ombiM I loop aDd port?

15. How ltWly collocation i.ITI.D8cmeoti CU1 BellSouth lCCoRlDlOdate per moath per
IQQ?

16. WhIz q thllVIilabilitY of tollocated spiel ill eacb. 8eUSou1h ecnttal offtce'?
Pt... dcJCribe Iny limitatioftl which may IXist.

27. AII\&IDin8- CLEC has prc-wind loop lad JWitch CO.Jl:DlCDoU in iu collocation
spICe 10 blocb OD BtUSouth MDF amdIwlOF rna., WbII is.expmed
durIrioa ofcaRDme!' down dme lor C01lvwsioa of11\ aiSliq Bel1Sou_
C\SOIDCr to allNl!: CLEC CUItOIMr?

D. How don BellSotdh propoR to mnod)' tlw pn,visioaiAa'.-vicc pCt:)' issues
.1Od8d with its coUoc:a1ioa PftIPGYIe.a.. (I) ettcll'DlUc ~niIIt ~s.

melM1 prcMsionm,; (2) additioaall00p .... lD4lddittm.l conncc:tions; (3)
Ildr:IicioM1 poni\le poiDts of fAilure?

%9. Win Ben Soud1 aJlow I CLEC to col*- iD aBeuSauth rIIII01e swtlCbiDa silt
(lccado1a wMn it bas • remote swiU:hlIImadWt)1

30. wm BellSoudt req= AT&iT to accutla "Mallet CoUootioQ Apeemcm." Or
other IIJeelbcnt(.) WON' SeJlSoWl wiU IDIIko ;oUOCIUoR aYllilable to AT"T'?
Irso, p-.e pnwidc acopy ofthis apemeat(s). Iue tblnlltlY ZDDdi1Ic:ations
~ to ATATs~~D Ali........) with BtUSoudfl ia any _es
befi1n: BoIlSoum wtJI mike GOJlocadoa IVIillble to AT&T? (fIG, wbat 1ft they?

31. What imenralI will 8cllSouth oommil 11) U to dw provision o(Rquests for
collacdioG1

3~ HIt .., deployeclf&lbd•••...-J 10 MI\ft iuelftbat
_ _ blJ lIMIt? WhII flI"\OIMI. if my, daeI BtDSouIh peopote for
C11C11ta.-....,. .. DOl met? ~

11....COIla _1IIDCiMId with a.l1Souda', ca......plVpolll? 'laic iteDze
all iaIlIIi\idul COllI. \VbIl idxDtiaa wU1 BellSoulb CIOYidil to taM. thIl
such..... -just.~ IDlI Dad.........,?'

34. Doa BcU8cNtk baw my... 'i:l"'DIDf"C1~..fioIIIlIl)' ofits_
...phrIicII collooldoa. • i.""'" fer purpoMI ortUowiDI eLECs to
~ UNEs? 1:0 otIIet1JftWCls,.....,. IsM.....1



35. How will Be11Soud\ pro'YisiOD indiYicluaJ loops tbIt tum:otly _ provisiontc1
usUla iatqlatod diaitalloop c.ners for~ with local ports?
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-----~~----.......~-------_.- --- ........_f9'I..'"......." no .'1·7660
s...e III Ful70 SZHl6n'tI, WUt bCfltn..".ct
t"ele.,. Gel"" 3DOI4

March 17,1998

..... R.ymond G. Crafton
DMleon PIIItfarm M8neger
AT&T - Local Service. OfganlDtton
1200 "-dineSt.-.. H.E.
A.-nt•• (lears. 30309

...... r: ...."
Sltl•• A«"!la~,V,et flf.5t_tr.
loTI.' -.tiDfW .CAUf't fir""

In Jim Canolil
• January 6. 1998 Jetter to Duane Ackennan, AT,..,. proposed foUr

additional m8IhodI of delivery of unbl,nttBd netwattc elements." BellSouth ,tilted in its
Feb"'.')' 10. 1818 ".er 10 Mr. Carroll that It would review AT&T's addttional mettlocls.
BettSouttl has cancluded its review ofe.s. four methadB of deltvery.

1. "T&T"s "rat proposal pennlltBd a.ec. to LIe. ttl et.etronic c!'OSs-eonnect &)'Stcm for
a=-- tD. taop and switch port combinBtion Cat UNE rataa). eetlSoulh ".5
.".I.....ed this prapolRll internally and with several vendors Of ~cn eqUipment.
BBACI upon BeIISouth·s unctlntardng of the P'aposal. t,he electronic cross­
connectlan aquipmltf"t woc.Ild be InsertDd in h kxJp peth between me main
dislributInQ frIIme (MDF) end the centrat ofIce sW4Ch Thereror•. lhe lOOp/port
combination would be accomplished In the digita' domain. ant1 thus ntQulre analOg to
d9'a' converwIons. Such COI'MII'IiOna would edd edCIi1iona' e~pet\M 11181 is nat
p,...,1 in .... other MeIMdaof~. " .. not clear tQ BellSouth if AT"T J~
,ugoeetlftlthat.- centralOCfice Iaaps be connected 10 thIS s)stem. or merely •
~ned IUbIet DlIaootI. If fie .........ve requires that only .....beet of
IlYllIlabte IOaptI b8: ecceaibIe by" new WQ'ItMI. then certatnly AT&T ha the
rellpoMlbll~.. -.pfIaIfy lhaae..... If the _melive Atqutre:i'ttwt .11oaps have
acce.. to NW sys1em. thtIn II8CUtIt)t and liability became greater iss ti~

-e:ee. to ystem would .... to be 0...-. to aft CLECs In baCh nos. a
~ at .,...1Ion dt'lice woutd be required. In either CIIM. Initi.' ,.,..1 erose·
eonnecfa to tIte new eqUipment would be flIquiAICI. result,nG en labor coale In aOdition
to lhe coal Meaci8tsd with the new eleetfonic .yateln and me<tlltion deVtoe(.). In
condUllian, ttl-. is • great dH' of....nn IIMOCIat8d with thiS deUvetY mllthod and
...UGh ."South does not endonie 1he delivery method as.a generic methOdology.

2. The second~..I submitted by AT&T pennitted CLECs to combine 100'" and
00"'* (at UNE ,.teal ttvough us. of the -teeMl ctulnge~process. In ontar for elEe.
le utili2. the Mf'808nt change· procna, a8 with the method that proposes ac:c•• to



the mIIin distribution frame.~ process would requite that ail CLI!Cs have direct
access Ie 8eDSOUttr8 ewtten tnt...lOtts. Sucn access WOUfd Ie" to en
UNlCG8ptBtMe nigher risk of diSruption and would 1n1~.et of qUaflty .nd ""'8bUitv of
MlVice. being provided to all end user CUltomers. 'n addition. this pcopceal does-not
resutt In proviSion of unbundled alementl indMdu."V, in effect Bel/South tt.'Ouid under
this mett1odoeogy b* pfO~i~"'8.c:ambinatton of two unbund(t!d network~nt8.

.,
3. A T&T's third praposa' pro"'ded ror1M u" of. joint CLeClScrlSouth veradot' to

. dieCOMeet ancI reconnect looDIat... Main DistnbuftOn Ftame (MOF).. BetlSouth wdJ
notpermit CLECs to have dtred-acoMl to the 8ellSoulh MO" Ttwl}ADF wBS not
de~ned for multiple users and .uc:h aCCMI WOUld _«2 to arl una¢ePtable higher
ri,k ofd~n of....-,ice to • larger population of teiecomFr'unlClltiOn$ uteri when
technicians from an~t of dilferent .Iecommunlcettons companies haye acoea
to the nelwodt and facilities ofelf teIecammunICIltons companies protIiding Setvice·to
end uset'S from that location. Further, 8eIISauttl'. inventory systems are not
eQUioped to h..,dle ecce•• to the MOf. The inw:ntQry sylten'1s are not eqUIPped to
tnIcIc circuit paths throuoh 'the canl ameli. 8nd thus, would not be able to provide
8CC1Jrate and timely information far provisioning, maint.~n<:e and repair activIt•.

4. The faul1tl PfOPOA' offer.., by AT&T allows for Ihe use of O,.-wl"'d connector blacks
at the Main Distribution Fnlrne. Aa BellSouth .lated In response to option 3,
Belt~uth will not permit Cl.EC. to have direct access to t"e j\etlSol,lth MOF

Collocation ntITIIIlns the most efficient mennar in~ to eomblne unbundled nel'*otk
elementa 8nd ••South continu.. to offer colocation as. the mean$10 combining such
elements. In IIddIUon to BeaSouth's conoc:.tion PI'DpO$8I, Bet1South IS stili a'dtlaolQ to
dIscu.1 the oppor1lJnity Of a prDfll8liotwl service amtngemenl WIth AT&T In whret1
8eltSOuth would combine UNEs for AT&T at n'Ulrtcet rate.

SincereI)'.

~
oc: Saatt Schaefer

Joe Baker
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B.IlSollth Intarcon••ction Services no 492·7560
Suite 200 Fax 770 621-0&29
1960 W.st Exchange Place
Tucker. Georgia 3OOlI4

June 18, 1998

Mr. Raymond G. Crafton
Southern Region -Local Sales Organization
AT&T
1200 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Promenade One
Atlanta, Georgia, 30309

Dear Ray:

@ .....SOUTH

Quinton E. S.nd.rs
Sales V:r:e President
AT&· ~egional Account Team

During our meeting of May 18, 1998, we discussed AT&Ts proposed alternatives to
physical collocation and virtual collocation for AT&Ts use in combining unbundled
network elements (UNEs) that AT&T acquires from BellSouth. During that meeting,
BellSouth agreed to provide answers to two questions raised by AT&T. This letter is our
response.

QUESTION 1:
AT&T (Ray Crafton) asked if there was any outcome from the 8th Circuit Court of
Appeals/Supreme Court decision that would move BeUSouth to adopting the recent
change alternative proposed by Bob Falcone of AT&T.

BELLSOUTH'S RESPONSE TO QUESTION 1:
BeUSouth believes no outcome of the appeal to the Supreme Court of the Eighth Circuit's
ruling would cause BellSouth to adopt voluntarily the recent change alternative
proposed by AT&T as an acceptable method by which CLECs could combine the UNEs
acquired from BellSouth. BellSouth's position is based on the following:

• In order for Competing Local Exchange Companies (CLECs) to utilize the
recent change process, they would have to have direct access to BellSouth's
switch translations. Switch translations govern all call processing functions.
Errors in switch translations, such as might be introduced by this method,
could cause significant, wide-spread service disruption to BellSouth and to
other customers served by BeUSouth. Such access would thus lead to an
unacceptable risk of service disruption and would impact the quality and
reliability of service being provided to all end user customers (not only
BellSouth's, but also those of any CLEC using unbundled local switching).



. /

QUESTION 2:
AT&T (Ray Crafton) asked if we would share information associated with levels of
inward/outward customer access line movement that could be used in the cost
justification of a digital cross connection system to facilitate customer movement
between CLECs and Incumbent Local Exchange Companies (ILECs). This system.w~
replace traditional main distribution frames and would be used in lieu of physical
collocation and virtual collocation for a CLEC to combine UNEs acquired from
BellSouth.

BELLSOUTH'S RESPONSE TO QUESTION 2:
BellSouth is unable to determine what, if any, level of inward/outward customer access
line movement ("churn") would cost justify replacement of traditional distribution
frames with digital cross connection systems. As BellSouth understands AT&T's
suggestion, entire distribution frames would be replaced and the economics of such
replacement would be based solely on any savings associated with replacing manual
processes (that is, wired cross connections) with electronic processes (that is, "mapping"
oi connections through the digital cross connection systems). Following are some key
points, including some findings related to BellSouth's analysis of its Sawgrass Fiber
Center creation in Florida:

• No commercially available electronic device exists in the marketplace of a
size and scale required to entirely replace a main distribution frame that
would accommodate the very large number of simultaneous cross
connections.

• Since the time that BellSouth performed the analysis leading to its creation of
its Sawgrass Fiber Center, switch prices have continued to drop whereas
there has not been a similar drop in prices for digital cross connection
systems. Therefore, the economics of general use of digital cross connection
devices in lieu of manual cross connections have not changed significantly.

• Use of a digital cross connection system in lieu of traditional frames would
seem most applicable in wire centers where virtually all of the entrance
facilities are fmer optic cables. While the general trend is towards an
entirely fmer optic based distribution network, that goal is still years away.

• There remain some tariffed services which clJnnot be offered in such a
serving arrangement.

I trust that this response answers AT&T's questions raised at our meeting. If 1may assist
further in any way, please call me.

Sincerely,

Quinton Sanders
Sales Vice President
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16251-Commi~sion Recommendation

PUC PROJECf NO. 16251

Page I ofl7

INVESTIGATION OF SOUTHWESTERN BELL
TELEPHONE COMPANY'S ENTRY INTO THE
TEXAS INTERLATA TELECOMMUNICATIONS
MARKET

§
§
§
§
§

PUBLIC UTILITY CO

OF TEXAS

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Texas Public Utility Commission (the Commission) and the telecommunications industry
have worked steadily since the passage ofthe federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 (FTA96) to
negotiate and arbitrate interconnection agreements that will facilitate local competition in Texas.
Pursuant to FTA96, new entrants have the legal authority to enter the local market in Texas through
resale, unbundled network elements (UNEs), and interconnection. FTA96 § 251 (47 U.S.C. § 251).

In order to provide in-region interLATA services, Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
(SWBT), a Bell Operating Company (BOC), must establish that the local telecommunications market
is irreversibly open to competition. Specifically, Section 271 ofFTA96 requires SWBT to establish
that

• it satisfies the requirements ofeither Section 271 (c)(1)(A), known as "Track A,"
or Section 271(c)(l)(B), known as "Track B";

• it is providing the 14 checklist items listed in Section 271(c)(2)(B) pursuant to
either a Track A state-approved interconnection agreement or a Track B
statement ofgenerally available terms (SOAT);

• the requested authorization will be carried out in accordance with the
requirements ofSection 272; and

• SWBT's entry into the in-region interLATA market is "consistent with the public
interest, convenience, and necessity." Section 271(d)(3)(C).

Although the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) ultimately determines whether
SWBT has established its entitlement to enter the interLATA market pursuant to Section 271, the
statute directs the FCC to consult with state commissions. The FCC relies upon state commissions to
develop a complete factual record.

SWBT filed its application to provide in-region interLATA service in Texas on March 2,
1998 with the Commission. On April 7, 1998, the Commission held an open meeting at SWBT's
Local Service Center (LSC) in the Dallas-Ft. Worth area and on April 21st through the 25th, the
Commission held an extensive hearing on SWBT's application. Many competitive local exchange
companies (CLECs) and other parties participated in the Commission's 271 proceeding.

SWBT has done much in Texas to open the local market to competition. Notwithstanding
that fact, if the Commission were asked to give a recommendation to the FCC today, it regrettably
would be required on the record before it to say "not yet." The Commission files this
Recommendation in an effort to provide SWBT with guidance on what the Commission believes

http://www.puc.state.tx.uslWHATSNEW/162SIDE4.HTM 6/2/98
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SWBT will need to do in order for this Commission to say that the local market is irreversibly open
and SWBT should be allowed to provide in-region interLATA service. The Commission files this
Recommendation in the spirit of cooperation and in the hope that SWBT will work with the 271
participants and this Commission to get SWBT to "yes."

Participants presented evidence throughout this Section 271 proceeding that indicated their
difficulty in working with SWBT to interconnect, purchase UNEs, and provide resale. Although the
Commission believes the evidence may indicate that SWBT needs to change its corporate attitude and
view the participants as wholesale customers, the Commission also believes many ofthe problems
may be attributable to lack ofcommunication within SWBT and between SWBT and the participants.
The Commission believes that SWBT attempted to address many of the problems raised by the
participants during the course ofthe 271 hearing itself The Commission hopes that this response by
SWBT indicates a willingness to address the issues that will get SWBT to "yes."

Public Interest

With regard to the public interest aspect ofSection 271 (including the "ease of doing business with
SWBT") the Commission makes the following recommendations:

1. The Commission shall establish a collaborative process whereby SWBT, Commission staff, and
participants to this project establish a working system that addresses all of the issues raised in
this recommendation~

2. SWBT needs to show this Commission and participants during the collaborative process by its
actions that its corporate attitude has changed and that it has begun to treat CLECs like its
customers~

3. SWBT needs to establish better communication between its upper management, including its
policy group, and its account representatives. As a first step, SWBT shall develop policy
manuals for its account representatives and put in place a system, such as email notifications.to
communicate decisions by the policy group to account representatives and questions or
comments back to the policy group~

4. SWBT needs to establish consistent policies used by all SWBT employees in responding to
issues raised by CLECs. Toward that end, SWBT shall establish an interdepartmental group
whose responsibility is trouble-shooting for CLECs engaged in interconnection, purchase of
UNEs, and resale. This group shall be headed by an executive of SWBT with the final decision
making power;

5. SWBT needs to establish a system for providing financial or other incentives to LSC personnel
based upon CLEC satisfaction;

6. SWBT needs to commit to resolving problem issues with CLECs in a manner that will give
CLECs a meaningful opportunity to compete;

7. SWBT shall draft a comprehensive manual for CLECs to ensure the timely provision ofall
aspects of interconnection, provision ofUNEs and resale. The manual shall be written in a
fashion that clearly delineates parties' responsibilities, the procedures for obtaining technical
and other practical information, and the timelines for accomplishing the various steps in
interconnection, purchase ofUNEs and resale. The manual should also set forth SWBT's
policy with regard to a CLEC's ability to adopt an approved interconnection agreement
pursuant to Section 252(i) (this process will be referred to as the "'MFN" process);

8. SWBT needs to treat CLECs at parity with the way it treats itselfor its unregulated affiliates;
9. WB n s h w r f i h h to make durin the
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process of the Commission's 271 hearing. all of which have been detailed in the record~

IO.SWBT needs to establish that its interconnection agreements are binding and are available on a
nondiscriminatory basis to all CLECs~

II.To the extent SWBT chooses to establish 271 requirements by relying upon interconnection
agreements it has appealed. SWBT should consider adopting a statement ofgenerally available
terms and conditions~

12.SWBT needs to establish that it is following all Commission orders referenced in this
recommendation and that it intends to follow future directives ofthe Commission~

13.SWBT needs to establish its commitment to offering the terms of current interconnection
agreements during any period of renegotiation. even if the negotiations extend beyond the
original term of the interconnection agreements~

14.Commission staff: SWBT. and the participants need to establish adequate performance
monitoring (including performance standards. reporting requirements. and enforcement
mechanisms) during the collaborative process that will allow self-policing ofthe
interconnection agreements after SWBT has been allowed to enter the long distance market~

15.SWBT shall not use customer proprietary network information to "winbacku customers lost to
competitors.

Checklist Items

ITEM ONE: Has SWBT provided interconnection in accordance with the requirements of sections
251(c)(2) and 252(d)(I). pursuant to 271(c)(2)(B)(i) and applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

RECOMMENDAnONS: In addition to the recommendations addressed above in the public
interest section, and the OSS and performance standard sections addressed below. the Commission
recommends the following, the details ofwhich could be established in the collaborative process. The
Commission believes implementation ofboth the spirit and the letter ofthese recommendations would
lead to an affirmative answer on this checklist issue.

I. SWBT shall investigate and implement measures to expedite coJ;lStruction and installation
activities both at tandem and end office locations and. in order to provide for a reasonably
foreseeable demand. SWBT shall engage in cooperative planning oftrunking facilities with a
view toward providing parity for CLECs~

2. The physical collocation tariff should be amended to be made available to any CLEC that wants
to physically collocate in SWBT's facilities. A CLEC should be allowed to use the tariff
without going through the MFN process in Section 252(i) ofFTA96;

3. SWBT shall implement a cost-based virtual collocation tariff available to all CLECs;
4. SWBT shall allow CLECs to buy equipment from non-SWBT entities. and in tum, sell the

equipment to SWBT in order to reduce the CLECs' costs.

ITEM lWO: Has SwaT provided nondiscriminatory access to network elements in accordance
with the requirements ofsection 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(I) ofFTA, pursuant to 271(c)(2)(B)(ii) and
applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

RECOMMENDAnONS: In addition to the recommendations addressed above in the public
interest section, and the OSS and performance standard sections addressed below. the Commission
recommends the following. the details ofwhich could be established in the collaborative process. The
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Commission believes implementation ofboth the spirit and the letter of these recommendations would
lead to an affirmative answer on this checklist issue.

1. SWBT shall offer at least the following three methods to allow CLECs to recombine UNEs.
These three methods attempt to balance SWBT's security concerns with the desire of CLECs
to combine UNEs:

--virtual collocation ofcross-connects at cost-based rates,

--access to recent change capability ofthe switch to combine loop port combinations, and

--electronic access such as Digital Cross Connect (DCS) for combining loop and port at cost
based rates, where available;

2. SWBT, Commission Staff, and the participants to this proceeding shall explore the following
issues during the collaborative process:

--additional methods for recombining UNEs or for allowing CLECs to combine UNEs and the
costs associated with such methods;

--whether SWBT is providing any and all individual UNEs required by FTA96;

3. Concerning virtual collocation ofcross connects, the Commission recommends that CLECs be
able to provide incumbent local exchange companies (ILECs) with rolls oftheir own wire.
When a customer changes carriers from the ILEC to a CLEC, the ILEC would take out a wire
from the CLEC's inventory, untie and remove the ILEC's wire, and insert and tie the CLEC's
wire. Similarly, ifa customer returns to the ILEC, the aEC must remove the CLECs wire,
insert its wire, and return the CLEC's wire to the CLEC's inventory. SWBT, under this
scenario, would be able to recover its forward-looking, economic costs and insure the security
ofthe network;

4. Concerns have been raised about the Commission requiring CLECs to obtain right to use
licenses, where necessary, when leasing UNEs. Under the current UNE rates, the Commission
believes the right to use decision made in the mega-arbitration is appropriate. However, the
Commission invites CLECs to seek a UNE-Right to Use adder. This adder would compensate
SWBT for costs associated with right to use arrangements. For CLECs choosing to pay the
cost-based adder, SWBT would agree to provide the right to use arrangements as a wholesale
function. For CLECs choosing not to pay the adder, the Commission's position in the
mega-arbitration would apply. The parameters ofthis issue shall be negotiated in the
collaborative process.

ITEM THREE: Has SWBT proVided nondiscriminatory access to the poles, duets, conduits, and
rights-of-way owned or controlled by SWBT at just and reasonable rates in accordance with the
requirements of section 224 ofthe Communications Act of 1934 as amended by the FTA96 pursuant
to 271 (c)(2)(B)(iii), and applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

RECOMMENDATION: IfSWBT implements the Commission's recommendations in the public
interest section above, and the OSS and performance standard sections addressed below, the
Commission believes SWBT will meet this checklist item.

ITEM FOUR: Does the access and interconnection provided by SWBT include local loop
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transmission from the central office to the customer's premises, unbundled from local switching or
other services in accordance with the requirements of section 271(c)(2)(B)(iv) ofFTA96 and
applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

RECOMMENDATIONS: In addition to the recommendations addressed above in the public
interest section, and the OSS and performance standard sections addressed below, Staff
recommends the following, the details ofwhich could be established in the collaborative process. Staff
believes implementation ofboth the spirit and the letter of these recommendations would lead to an
affirmative answer on this checklist issue.

1. SWBT shall publish a technical manual showing CLECs how to use the unbundled loops to
provide Asymmetric Digital Subscriber Line (ADSL) and High-Speed Digital Subscriber Line
(HDSL) services. Spectrum management ofavailable cable space shall be conducted by SWBT
in an expedited manner, upon request from a CLEC who intends to use the unbundled loop for
high speed ADSL and/or HDSL services;

2. SWBT shall also allow 4-wire HDSL service on an unbundled loop, provided the subscriber to
such service has adequate cable or channel capacity or other means to place 911 calls from the
same location;

3. SWBT must demonstrate it is complying with its development/reporting obligations for digital
subscriber loops and that CLECs using recombined UNEs will have access to mechanized line
testing (MLT) at parity with SWBT before the Commission can recommend that SWBT be
found to have met this checklist item. Moreover, to the extent SWBT provides virtual
collocation ofthe cross-connect and/or disconnection by recent change order, the MLTissue
may be resolved.

ITEM FIVE: Does the access and interconnection provided by SWBT include local transport from
the trunk side of a wireline local exchange carrier switch unbundled from switching or other services
in accordance with the requirements of section 271(c)(2)(B)(v) ofFTA96 and applicable rules
promulgated by the FCC?

RECOMMENDAnONS: In addition to the recommendations addressed above in the public
interest section, and the OSS and performance standard sections addressed below, the Commission
recommends the following, the details ofwhich could be established in the collaborative process. The
Commission believes implementation ofboth the spirit and the letter ofthese recommendations would
lead to an affirmative answer on this checklist issue.

I. SWBT shall be required to provide the multiplexar and the unbundled dedicated transport
(DDT) as a UNE;

2. SWBT shall be required to demonstrate that it is complying with the order in Docket No.
18117 and that it is providing two-way trunks upon request to CLECs. Although the
Commission concurs with SWBT that the mere existence of a past dispute that has been
resolved by the Commission does not disqualify SWBT from satisfying a check list
requirement, it is necessary for SWBT to demonstrate that it is, in fact, complying with the
Commission's orders.

ITEM SIX: Does the access and interconnection provided by SWBT include local switching
unbundled from transport, local loop transmission, or other services in accordance with the
requirements of section 271(c)(2)(B)(vi) ofFTA96 and applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

http://www.puc.state.tx.usIWHATSNEW/16251DE4.HTM 6/2198


